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REMARKS 

Claims 1-33 are pending. 
Claims 1-33 have been rejected. 

Claims 1 and 9-29 have been amended. No new matter has been added. Support for 
these amendments can be found, at least, within paragraphs [0015]-[0018], [0037], [0038], 
[0049], and [0050] of the Specification. 

Double Patenting 

Claims 1-7, 29-33, and 9-15 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as purportedly being unpatentable over claims 
1-7 and 9-24 of U.S. Patent Application No. 10/696,156. 

Given this provisional rejection. Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be 
held in abeyance until allowable subject matter is indicated in this or in the copending 
Application. 

Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

Claims 1-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as purportedly being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No. 5,806,075 C'Jain") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,708,828 ("Coleman'O- Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Applicants respectfully submit that neither Jain nor Coleman, alone or in any 
combination, teach or suggest, at the very least: ( 1 ) generating a target inventory transaction 
in a target computer system, where the generating comprises determining whether the target 
inventory transaction is appropriate to the target inventory system , and (2) the determining of 
whether the target inventory transaction is appropriate is based, at least in part, on (a) 
whether the target inventory transaction is executable by the target inventory system, and (b) 
whether executing the target inventory transaction on the target inventory system 
accomplishes a result on the target inventory system equivalent to a result on the source 
inventory system accomplished by executing the source inventory transaction on the source 
inventory system. Independent claims 9 and 29 recite comparable limitations. 
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Claims 1, 9, and 29 have been amended, in part, to furtlier distinguish over the cited 
references by providing further detail as to the process of generating a target inventory 
transaction on a target system according to the claimed invention. These amendments can be 
best understood and appreciated by considering the architecture of the claimed inventory 
system, in which the claimed source systems are to be synchronized with target systems. An 
intermediate format is used to address issues raised by the fact that the source system is 
distinct from the target system (as claimed in claim 3), and so employs a format different 
from that of the target system, yet the target system needs to be synchronized with the source 
system. An example source inventory system might be implemented in a field service office, 
while an example target inventory system might be implemented in a central distribution 
warehouse. See^ e.g.. Specification ^ [0015]. In such an example, with distinct source and 
target systems, it follows that an inventory transaction that is executable on the source 
inventory system will differ in form from an inventory transaction that is executable on the 
target inventory system. Both source and target inventory systems are able to execute, for 
example, an "allocate" inventory transaction. However, the execution and structure of the 
''allocate'' transaction may depend, at least in part, on the operating system used by given 
inventory system, for example. In other words, while there may be equivalent inventory 
transactions on both a source and target inventory systems, the inventory transactions 
themselves may need to be configured in a way that accounts for the underlying system 
difTerences. 

Claims 1, 9, and 29 capture the claimed idea of generating a target inventory 
transaction in a target inventory system, where the generating includes determining an 
a ppropriate tarpet inventorv transaction . Determining the appropriate inventory transaction 
to execute on the target inventory system, in effect, is a translation of the inventory 
transaction on the source system into an inventory transaction on the target system. This is 
because while an inventory transaction on the source and target systems may need to be 
tailored to the underlying system, the effect produced by the transaction needs to be 
equivalent on each, and so should result in the synchronization of the source and target 
inventory systems. 

Jain, cited for purportedly teaching the ''generating a target inventory transaction" 
limitation, fails for a simple reason: Jain only considers a homogeneous system architecture. 
See Office Action, citing Jain, Fig. 2D, Fig. 1 1 Al, Fig. 1 IB 6:36-43, 6:44-61, and 21:31-59. 
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Jain's "procedure-level replication'' operates in a computing environment in which the sites 
in the peer-to-peer environment are essentially identical to one another. Because each site in 
Jain's peer-to-peer environment is the same, the same operation that works on one such site 
will work on another of the sites. Jain only considers the direct replication of a procedure on 
one site to be performed on another site (i.e., making an identical copy thereof)- Because 
Jain's system is homogeneous, there is never any consideration of which transaction on a 
target system would be appropriate to a given transaction on a source system, nor any need to 
do so. This is because, in Jain, it only makes sense that to replicate an operation on one site 
at another site, only the same operation need be used. In fact, in light of this homogeneity, 
only the same operation is allowed to be used. 

Given that, in Jain's homogeneous, peer-to-peer environment, only the same 
procedure is replicated from site to site, Jain also fails to teach or in any way suggest the 
remaining claimed limitations related to the generating of a target inventory transaction. 
Thus, Jain also fails to leach or suggest the determining of whether the target inventory 
transaction is a ppropriate to a target inventory system , and that the determining is based, at 
least in part, on whether executing the target inventory transaction on the target inventory 
system accomplishes a result on the target inventory system equivalent to a result on the 
source inventory system accomplished by executing the source inventory transaction on the 
source inventory system. 

Coleman, correctly, is not cited as teaching or showing the claimed ''generating a 
target inventory transaction in the target inventory system" limitation. At the least, then, 
Coleman is unable to cure the deficiencies that Jain suffers in teaching or suggesting this 
limitation. Thus, neither Jain nor Coleman, alone or in any combination, teach or suggest all 
of the elements of claims 1 and 9, and all claims depending therefrom. 
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■ CONCIIISION 

In view of the amendments and remarks set ibrth hercia, the application and the 
claims therein tire belie to be in condliion for ali0W£Uice withoul aily tether examinauorL 

Noneiheless, shoiiid anv issues reniain that mkht be siibjeci to resohilion thmugh a 

... ..... . . y . . . .... ... . . ^ ■ ■ ■ • 

telephonic intervi<?w* tl\e Exapiinerls invited to ieleplione ihe undersigiied. 

If any extensions of time under 37 § I J 36(a) are required ip order for this 

submission to be eoiisidered timely. Applicants hereby petition for such extemions. 
Appiicantis also hereby <iuthorize that am fees due for such eisi^teasions or any other foe 
associated with tliis submission, as speciHed in 37 CF Ji. § 1.16 or § L I 7, be ch<trged to 
Deposit Aecount 
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